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Abstract 
Social interaction has been found to be a large factor in the recidivism of criminals. Many 
prison inmates have limited access to social interaction with other inmates as well as 
those outside of prison. This creates tension between inmates, guards, and society. The 
breakdown of barriers to open communication between inmates and others may be 
beneficial to the rehabilitation of criminals. Providing more access to visitations, 
telephone calls, and electronic mail reduces inmate aggression and encourages 
compliance to the prison and social rules. In addition, interaction with those outside of 
the prison acts as a continual reminder to an inmate that the accepted behavior within the 
prison walls is very different from that of regular society. 
This study revealed significant differences between the attitudes toward prison guards 
between visitors and nonvisitors in relation to friendliness, warmth, respectfulness, 
impartiality, and inspiration. In each of these areas, visitors tended to have a more 
positive attitude toward prison guards than nonvisitors. No significant differences 
between the attitudes towards prison guards were found between visitors and nonvisitors 
in relation to professionalism, support, helpfulness, social, or adaptability. 
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Introduction 
Communication has been shown to be a large factor in the recidivism rates of 
inmates in public prisons. If a prisoner has a large amount of this communication, his or 
her chances of returning to prison are decreased. Visitations are an important form of 
communication in regards to the recidivism rate. If a person has a more positive 
experience visiting a prison, he or she is more likely to return. The prison experience to 
the visitor is affected by encounters with prison guards. The following study shows that 
the perception of prison guards to those who have visited prisons tends to be higher than 
that of those who have not visited a prison. This could discourage people who have not 
visited a prison to visit because they have a more negative attitude toward prison guards. 
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Literature Review 
Over 1.8 million Americans are housed in government penitentiaries (Woodruff, 
2000). Because this environment differs so greatly from the free world, inmates tend to 
develop a separate culture than the one they had participated in when "on the streets". 
This culture often involves a new language as well as a new set of behavioral rules 
(Parkinson & Dobkins, 1982; Ramsey 1976; Wittenburg, 1996; Wrinkle & Guitierrez 
1998). Often, this new culture hinders the inmate's ability to confonn to the free society 
upon release from prison. For this reason, it is crucial for the inmate to have connections 
with those in free society while incarcerated in order to remind the prisoner of the 
accepted behavioral rules in regular social life (Proctor & Pease, 2000). 
Interaction is an essential part of building and maintaining relationships (Fisher & 
Adams, 1994). Often, interaction between inmates and others is limited. Because prison 
officials know that visitations are important to inmates, these can be restricted as a form 
of punishment (Adalist-Estrin, 1995; Gordon & McConnell, 1999; Proctor & Pease, 
2000; Schneider, 1999). In addition, the medium for interaction is often constrained. 
Visiting hours frequently conflict with the schedules of those who may wish to visit. The 
number of visits by people outside of the prison is limited to usually one or two a month, 
depending on the penitentiary, and visitation rights are restricted typically to only 
immediate family members (Sublett, 2000; \.vww.fdp.dk, 2000). Telephone calls are 
constrained to minimal periods and, often, prisoners do not have access to telephones. 
Correspondence through the postal system is allowed, but even this type of 
correspondence is closely monitored and often censored by the prison guards. In addition, 
the delayed response to letters often discourages inmates and their acquaintances from 
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writing. To combat this delay, some prisons have incorporated electronic mail for inmates 
to utilize (Cronin, 1992). Support from the outside world through visitations and 
correspondence is often used as criterion for determining if parole should be granted 
(Proctor & Pease, 2000). 
Many inmates have responsibilities to those outside of prison that they must 
maintain contact. Among these responsibilities are at least 15 million American children 
(Adalist-Estrin, 1995) and inmates' spouses (Gordon & McConnell, 1999; Worthington, 
Higgs, & Edwards, 2000). Although the parent is physically removed from the child, the 
influence and role of parent does not stop {Adalist-Estrin, 1995; Gilbertson, Dindia, & 
Allen, 1998; Gordon & McConnell, 1999; Sheridan, 1996). Children of offenders have 
been determined to have an eight times greater chance of becoming offenders themselves. 
This is lower for those who have frequent visitations with the parent in prison (Cranford 
& Williams, 1998). This shows that interaction is not only important for the prisoner, but 
also for the families and friends of the inmate. 
Interaction with those within the penitentiary is also important to inmates. This 
includes both the interaction of one prisoner and another and the interaction between a 
prisoner and an authority figure. Conflict is often a problem between prison guards and 
inmates. Reducing this conflict and developing a positive relationship is mutually 
beneficial for the guard and prisoner. One reason for problems in communication 
between inmates and guards relies on the Distrusted Source barrier (Wittenburg, 1996). 
The inmates do not trust the guards and the guards do not trust the inmates. This 
discourages communication as well as compliance. Often, the manner in which a 
prisoner acts toward a guard defines his identity. If a prisoner stands up to a guard or acts 
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as though the guard is not an authority figure, the inmate becomes known for having a 
tough identity and is respected for this (Huspek & Comerford; 1996). In addition, the 
types of relationships created between guards and inmates affects the perceived chance of 
recidivism of the inmate (Gendreau & Andrews, 1990). Prison officials have recognized 
the importance of the role of guards in the success of rehabilitation of inmates and have 
begun teaching the guards how to develop trust (Furniss, 1996) and ultimately increase 
compliance from the inmates (Cronin, 1992; Myers, 2000). Many prisons have also 
instructed their guards to incorporate a human relations approach when interacting with 
prisoners (Gagliardo, 2000; Myers, 2000). 
Another school of thought regarding the treatment of inmates by prison officials is 
that the guards should try to embarrass or shame the inmates for acting defiantly. It has 
been theorized that this will promote conformity of good behavior because the inmates 
value social relationships and will want to avoid embarrassment. However, it has been 
found that this technique actually increases the risk of recidivism (Miethe, Lu, & Reese; 
2000). This method focuses on the punishment of bad behavior, but does not offer reward 
for good behavior. 
Interaction between the inmates has also been shown to be a factor affecting the 
chance of recidivism. Whether the affect is positive or negative is still under debate. 
Frequently, security becomes an issue in the development of relationships between 
inmates (Donaldso~ 1996; Gagliardo, 2000; Wooldredge, 1999). It is difficult for an 
inmate to build social relationships when they do not trust those around them and fear for 
their own safety (Lambropoulou, 1999; Wright, 1993). Visitations have been found to 
decrease the sense of insecurity in inmates (Wooldredge, 1999). This decrease of fear 
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supports the development of relationships within the prison walls and aids in 
rehabilitation by encouraging self-reflection and cooperation in group therapy programs 
(Gagliardo, 2000; Ortmann, 2000). 
Therapeutic communities have been organized within prisons to concentrate on 
rehabilitation as a social goal. These communities encourage interaction between inmates 
through self-disclosure, interventions, and social support. The offenders who cooperate 
are rewarded with more responsibility and better duties while in prison. These therapeutic 
communities were found to have a positive effect on both recidivism rates and in 
decreasing drug use among inmates (Wexler, De Leon, Thomas, Kressel, & Peters; 
1999). 
While in contrast, it is arguable that the interaction between inmates can 
encourage unlawful behavior upon release. Inmates may be exposed to new forms and 
ideas of criminal activity through interaction with other prisoners (Buchanan & Hartley, 
1992). 
Inmate classification has been offered as one way to control interaction between 
inmates. Inmates are classified either based on their crimes (Cranford & Williams, 1998) 
or by their behavior in prison (Cooke, 1998; Cronin, 1992; Farr, 2000; Huspek & 
Comerford; 1996). Classifications by behavior encourage the inmates to conduct 
themselves appropriately. Just as joint leisure time is considered positive for those 
outside of prison walls (Flora & Segrin, 1998), inmates enjoy spending time with others 
as well. The inmates are often rewarded for good behavior as well as punished for bad 
behavior. These forms of reward and punishment often incorporate interpersonal 
interaction. A prisoner who is compliant may be rewarded with privileges such as being 
Prison Guards 11 
able to spend a day in a "common room" where one can interact freely with others and 
minimal supervision (Cronin, 1992). Restricting all social interaction through solitary 
confinement may punish a prisoner who misbehaves. By limiting the types of people an 
inmate may come into contact with through classification, the prison system can 
somewhat control the information flow to that prisoner. 
Conformity is one of the major goals of the prison system today (Miethe, Lu, & 
Reese, 2000; Proctor & Pease, 2000). In order for a person to conform, one must be have 
contact with his peers. For this reason, many penitentiaries have altered their prison 
designs to encourage physical contact between inmates. They have found that this 
support of communication has had positive effects such as the reduction of stress, 
reduction of violence, and has decreased tension between prisoners and guards (Cronin, 
1992). Classification once again comes into play here because of peer pressure (Reed & 
Rose, 1998). When an inmate is moved from maximum security to medium security 
because of good behavior, he is rewarded for his conduct and is now surrounded by 
others who will behave properly also. A new set of social rules will ensue and these will 
require better behavior than those social rules in maximum security. The inmate will 
behave better in order to be accepted by his peers in his new classification. 
Identity within a group as well as self-identity have been found to influence 
behavior among offenders. The prison system assigns labels to criminals when 
classifying them. These classifications place the inmate in a group, suppressing the 
inmate's individuality (Huspek & Comerford; 1996). These categorizations carry certain 
stereotypes and social expectations. Individuality is lost with these labels. Just as one in 
regular society who behaves abnormally based on a deviant title (Kaplan & Lin; 2000), 
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the prisoner will often begin to act according to the expectations placed upon him by the 
labels (Huspek & Comerford; 1996). These labels usually come with negative 
connotations, and, therefore communicate that the person receiving the label should act in 
a negative manner. 
Identity can be established through nonverbal communication as well. The style in 
which a prisoner wears his prison uniform, the way one styles his hair, an inmate's 
posture, and the people an inmate will allow himself to be seen with are all dynamics of a 
prisoner's identity (Ramsey; 1976). These aspects are all maintained intentionally by the 
prisoner to define his character. 
The amount of support an inmate receives upon returning home is also a factor in 
recidivism. Visitations and correspondence are perceived by parole boards to be symbolic 
of the support an offender will have. However, there are no set guidelines for how this 
support should be measured and evaluated by the parole board (Proctor and Pease, 2000). 
Little has been done to research the average amount of visitations and correspondence to 
and from prisoners. Likewise, the effect of these types of interactions on the relationships 
the prisoner maintains with those outside of prison has also been overlooked. 
Communication plays an important role in the risk of recidivism of offenders. 
Large amounts of research have been conducted to determine what communication helps 
lower these recidivism rates; however, there has been little change within the prison 
system to implement the ideas found by this research. The prison system bas remained 
relatively stagnant on its policies towards communication with inmates since the mid-
seventies. The policy adopted by the penal system concerning offenders is to punis~ not 
rehabilitate (Huspek & Comerford; 1996). If the offenders are not rehabilitated, then the 
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cycle of offense and punishment only continues. Money, time, and }jves are wasted. No 
progress is made. 
If a person favors a certain type of interaction, they will be more likely to take 
part in it. We can discover which fonns of interaction between inmates and those outside 
of prison are favorable in order to detennine which communication barriers should be 
overcome. Developing easier modes or access to communication will help maintain 
inmate relationships and reduce recidivism. 
Attitudes and perceptions vary with each individual. These can be formed through 
personal experience (Roessler, 2000) or prompted from behavior or comments from 
family (Buehler & Pasley, 2000; Deimling, Smerglia, & Schaefer, 2001; Neck, 
Connerley, Zuniga, & Goel, 1999; Ritchie, Stewart, Ellerton, & Thompson, 2000), peers 
(Hermand, Mullet, & Rompteaux, I 999; Neck et al, I 999), or media (Burke, Aytes, 
Chidambaram, & Johnson, 1999; Domke, McCoy, & Torres, 1999; Gunther, 1998; 
Henriksen & Flora, 1999; Roessler, 2000; Weimann, 2000). Each of these has an impact 
as perceptions and attitudes are formed. If a person does not have personal experience on 
which to base attitudes, one may rely solely on information from peers, family, and 
media. Often, these combine to create false beliefs and attitudes based on opinions 
without evidence. 
The recidivism rate of inmates can be decreased by increasing the frequency of 
visits to the prison by friends and family of the inmate. In addition, the inmate has a 
better chance of being paroled if visitations are increased. This could be encouraged by 
making visitations more pleasant to visitors. No research could be found to show visitors' 
attitudes towards prison guards. For this reason, tb~ following study will address RQ 1: 
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What is the difference in attitudes towards prison guards between men and women? And 
RQ2: What is the difference in attitudes towards prison guards between those who have 
and have not visited prisons? It is predicted that women will have a more positive view of 
prison guards than men. It is also predicted that those who have visited prisons will have 
a more positive attitude toward prison guards than those who have not visited prisons. 
The study will compare these attitudes to determine if perceptions created through media, 
peers, and family correctly portray the behavior and manner of prison guards. 
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Method 
Participants 
Ninety-six people volunteered to answer a questionnaire while on break at work 
or while at a religious gathering in the Midwestern United States. Of these 96, 50 were 
male and 44 were female. In addition, 56 had previously visited a friend or family 
member in prison and had interaction with prison guards. Thirty-eight had no first hand 
experience with prison guards. The survey was completed voluntarily to support this 
study. No additional compensation was made. 
Design and Procedure 
Each participant completed a questionnaire containing demographic information, 
and ten bipolar questions. The participants were placed at individual tables to ensure 
privacy. The bipolar questions were designed to measure the attitudes towards prison 
guards. These were measured on a ten point Likert, bipolar scale with 1 being negative 
perceptions and 10 being positive perceptions. If the volunteer had previously visited an 
inmate, the survey required the participant to recall his or her experience with prison 
guards while visiting a friend or relative. If the volunteer had not previously visited a 
prison, the survey required the participant to rate his or her perception based on 
information he or she had received from outside influences. 
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Results 
In general, the data analysis revealed significant differences between the attitudes 
toward prison guards between visitors and nonvisitors in relation to friendliness, warmth, 
respectfulness, impartiality, and inspiration. In each of these areas, visitors tended to have 
a more positive attitude toward prison guards than nonvisitors. No significant differences 
between the attitudes towards prison guards were found between visitors and nonvisitors 
in relation to professionalism, support, helpfulness, social, or adaptability (see Table 1). 
No significant differences were found between men and women's attitudes of prison 
guards in any area (see Table 2). Specific results are discussed below. 
Factor analysis supported that there are three areas for each visitors and 
nonvisitors that are correlated Visitors and nonvisitors have negative correlations for 
each structural, mannerisms, and atmospheric factors. 
A t test showed a significant difference between the attitudes toward prison 
guards between visitors and nonvisitors in relation to friendliness! (94) = 2.77, Q = 0.007. 
The visitors reported a more positive attitude toward prison guards (M = 5.80) than the 
nonvisitors (M = 4.52). The researcher's hypothesis stated that the visitors would have a 
more positive attitude toward prison guards in relation to friendliness. The hypothesis is 
supported by the results. Because there is a significant difference, the null hypothesis 
must be rejected. 
A t test showed no significant difference between the attitudes toward prison 
guards between visitors and nonvisitors in relation to professionalism! (94) = 0.87, Q = 
0.387. The researcher's hypothesis stated that the visitors would have a more positive 
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attitude toward the prison guards in relation to professionalism. The results reject the 
researcher's hypothesis and support the null hypothesis. 
A t test showed a significant difference between the attitudes toward prison 
guards between visitors and nonvisitors in relation to warmth! (94) = 2.02, n = 0.046. 
The visitors reported a more positive attitude toward prison guards (M = 4.57) than the 
nonvisitors CM = 3.74). The researcher's hypothesis stated that the visitors would have a 
more positive attitude toward prison guards in relation to warmth. The hypothesis is 
supported by the results. Because there is a significant difference, the null hypothesis 
must be rejected. 
At test showed no significant difference between the attitudes toward prison 
guards between visitors and nonvisitors in relation to supportiveness ! (94) = 0.62, n = 
0.537. The researcher's hypothesis stated that the visitors would have a more positive 
attitude toward the prison guards in relation to supportiveness. The results reject the 
researcher's hypothesis and support the null hypothesis. 
A t test showed no significant difference between the attitudes toward prison 
guards between visitors and nonvisitors in relation to helpfulness! (94) = 1.26, Q = 0.212. 
The researcher' s hypothesis stated that the visitors would have a more positive attitude 
toward the prison guards in relation to helpfulness. The results reject the researcher's 
hypothesis and support the null hypothesis. 
A t test showed no significant difference between the attitudes toward prison 
guards between visitors and nonvisitors in relation to socialism! (94) = 0.30, n = 0.766. 
The researcher' s hypothesis stated that the visitors would have a more positive attitude 
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toward the prison guards in relation to socialisms. The results reject the researcher's 
hypothesis and support the null hypothesis. 
A t test showed a significant difference between the attitudes toward prison 
guards between visitors and nonvisitors in relation to respectfulness! (94) = 2.06, 12 = 
0.043. The visitors reported a more positive attitude toward prison guards (M = 5.95) 
than the nonvisitors (M =4.92). The researcher's hypothesis stated that the visitors would 
have a more positive attitude toward prison guards in relation to respectfulness. The 
hypothesis is supported by the results. Because there is a significant difference, the null 
hypothesis must be rejected. 
A t test showed a significant difference between the attitudes toward prison 
guards between visitors and nonvisitors in relation to impartiality! (94) = 2.54, Q = 0.013. 
The visitors reported a more positive attitude toward prison guards (M =4.98) than the 
nonvisitors (M =3.95). The researcher's hypothesis stated that the visitors would have a 
more positive attitude toward prison guards in relation to impartiality. The hypothesis is 
supported by the results. Because there is a significant difference, the null hypothesis 
must be rejected. 
At test showed no significant differenc.e between the attitudes toward prison 
guards between visitors and nonvisitors in relation to adaptability! (94) = 1.65, 12 = 0.102. 
The researcher's hypothesis stated that the visitors would have a more positive attitude 
toward the prison guards in relation to adaptability. The results reject the researcher's 
hypothesis and support the null hypothesis. 
A t test showed a significant difference between the attitudes toward prison 
guards between visitors and nonvisitors in relation to inspiration! (94) = 2.12, Q = 0.037. 
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The visitors reported a more positive attitude toward prison guards (M = 4.20) than the 
nonvisitors (M = 3.45). The researcher's hypothesis stated that the visitors would have a 
more positive attitude toward prison guards in relation to inspiration. The hypothesis is 
supported by the results. Because there is a significant difference, the null hypothesis 
must be rejected. 
T tests showed no significant differences between the attitudes of men and women 
in relation to friendliness! (94) = 1.21, Q = 0.223, professionalism! (94) = 0.50, Q = 
0.617, warmth! (94) = 1.11 , Q = 0.269, supportiveness ! (94) = 0.34, Q = 0.734, 
helpfulness! (94) = 0.84, Q = 0.403, socialism! (94) = 0.44, Q = 0.661 , respectfulness! 
(94) = 1.25, Q = 0.213, impartiality! (94) = 0.85, Q = 0.400, adaptability! (94) = 0.36, Q = 
0.722, and inspiration! (94) = 0.20, Q = 0.841 towards the of prison guards. The 
researcher hypothesized that women would have a more positive perception of prison 
guards than men. This hypothesis is rejected by the results and the nulJ hypothesis is 
supported. 
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Discussion 
This study was designed to collect current information regarding the attitudes of 
prison guards, based on actual experience, unbased perceptions, and sex. This 
information can be used to make decisions to improve the perceptions of prison guards, 
increasing the number of visitations to prisons, and possibly reducing the rate of 
recidivism. 
For one half of the ten factors tested in this study, nonvisitors had a more negative 
opinion of prison guards than those with actual first hand experience. The results show 
that an outside, inaccurate pressure influences nonvisitors perceptions of prison guards. A 
review of literature states that the three largest factors, excJuding direct experience, 
responsible for perception development are family, peers, and media. This study did not 
investigate which of these three are responsible for the results. Further research 
examining the development of these perceptions of prison guards would greatly extend 
information concerning attitudes and may help in revealing how these influences can be 
corrected to accurately reflect reality. 
It is also possible that the attitudes towards prison guards made by visitors to 
prisons could have been positively amplified based on preemptive expectations. For 
example, if a visitor expected a guard to treat him or her with disrespect, a simple act 
such as opening the door for the visitor may be noticed whereas in another setting, 
ignored. This may cause the visitor to reassess his or her opinions of prison guards in 
several respects with exaggerated advantage. 
It is interesting to note that several of the factors of prison guards where no 
significant difference in attitudes was found between visitors and nonvisitors include 
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aspects that would be included in rules and regulations of the prison system. For example, 
no significant difference was found in professionalism, helpfulness, or adaptability. 
Prison guards do not have individual choices concerning these. However, the factors that 
reflect the more human aspect of guards, such as friendliness, warmth, and 
respectfulness, were reported more positively by those with first hand experience. This 
may suggest that the outside pressures influencing perceptions of prison guards to 
nonvisitors remove the individuality and human sides of prison guards. 
The data revealed no significant difference between the attitudes of men and 
women towards prison guards. This information suggests that prison guards do not treat 
visitors with sexual bias and this is also portrayed accurately from outside influences. 
This study had several limitations that may have affected its outcome. The sample 
size of94 is relatively small. A larger sample size spanning a greater geographical area 
would present more accurate results. Further research into demographics, such as 
perceptions based on race, would also help determine inconsistencies. In addition, no 
research was done to examine the different types of penitentiaries visited. Prison guards 
at minimum security prisons would vary greatly from those at maximum security prisons. 
In addition, the size of the prison or its location could have a bearing on the data. No 
distinction was made between federal, state, county, or local prison guards, either. 
Knowing the type of prison would make the figures more precise and may help in 
identifying where the discrepancies lie between reality and opinion. 
The perceptions of both visitors and nonvisitors affects whether or not a person 
will visit a prison in the future. Because prison guards are representative of the entire 
visitation experience, it is essential that a positive perception of prison guards be made by 
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the public. People will be more likely to visit a prison if they have positive experiences or 
assume their experience will be positive. This is important because the greater the 
number of visitations an inmate receives, the less likely he or she will be to return to 
prison in the future. Rehabilitation is a focal goal of the prison system and visitations help 
achieve this goal. 
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Appendix 
Table 1 
Means of Attitudes Toward Prison Guards in Specified Areas by Visitors and Nonvisitors 
Matter Visitors Nonvisitors 
Friendliness 5.80 4.53 
Professionalism 6.50 6.05 
Warmth 4.57 3.74 
Supportiveness 4.55 4.29 
Helpfulness 5.39 4.84 
Socialism 4.34 4.21 
Respectfulness 5.95 4.92 
Impartiality 4.98 3.95 
Adaptability 4.48 3.82 
Inspiration 4.20 3.45 
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Table 2 
Means of Attitudes Toward Prison Guards in Specified Areas by Men and Women 
I 
Matter Men Women 
Friendliness 5.02 5.59 
Professionalism 6.20 6.45 
Warmth 4.02 4.48 
Supportiveness 4.38 4.52 
Helpfulness 5.00 5.36 
Socialism 4.20 4.39 
Respectfulness 5.24 5.86 
Impartiality 4.40 4.75 
Adaptability 4.28 4.14 
Inspiration 3.86 3.93 
v,. ~ I. .J._ {i -f.-, . !J 0 
Two-Sample Test Report 
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Page/Daterrime 1 7/23/01 3:50:29 PM 
Database 
Variable CS 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C3=1 .,.;.,;rz,v 56 5.803571 2.283694 
C3=2 \llC"l~v;.,~"!W 38 4.526316 2.063019 
Note: T-alpha (C3=1) = 2.0040, T-alpha (C3=2) = 2.0262 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 1.277256 2.19761 
Unequal 84.71 1.277256 3.077549 
Standard 
Error 
0.3051715 
0.3346658 
Standard 
Error 
0.4618795 
0.4529137 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
5.191994 
3.848218 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
0.3599231 
0.3766976 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
6.415149 
5.204413 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
2.194588 
2.177814 
Note: T-alpha (Equal)= 1.9861 , T-alpha (Unequal)= 1.9884 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> O 2.7653 0.006871 
Difference < 0 2.7653 0.996564 
Difference > 0 2.7653 0.003436 
Difference: (C3=1 )-(C3=2) 
As pin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> O 
Difference < 0 
Difference > O 
Difference: (C3=1 )-(C3=2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C3=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C3=1) 
Skewness Normality (C3=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=2) 
T-Value 
2.8201 
2.8201 
2.8201 
Omnibus Normality (C3=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.005978 
0.997011 
0.002989 
Value 
-1.0904 
-0.2918 
1.2742 
-0.5371 
-1.4387 
2.3582 
1.2254 
0.2163 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Reject Ho 0.781247 0.555529 
Accept Ho 0.000006 0.000000 
Reject Ho 0.864348 0.654778 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Reject Ho 0.796170 0.574957 
Accept Ho 0.000004 0.000000 
Reject Ho 0.875462 0.673138 
Probability 
0.275519 
0.770443 
0.528822 
0.591195 
0.150245 
0.307549 
0.501913 
0.642972 
Declsion(5%) 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
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Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/Date/Time 2 7/23/01 3:50:29 PM 
Database 
Variable C6 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C3=1 56 6.5 2.351015 
C3=2 38 6.052631 2.577946 
Note: T-alpha (C3=1) = 2.0040, T-alpha (C3=2) = 2.0262 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 0.4473684 2.444814 
Unequal 74.57 0.4473684 3.488994 
Standard 
Error 
0.3141676 
0.418198 
Standard 
Error 
0.5138354 
0.5230591 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
5.870394 
5.205282 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
-0.573153 
-0.5947174 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
7.129606 
6 .899981 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
1.46789 
1.489454 
Note: T-alpha (Equal) = 1.9861 , T-alpha (Unequal) = 1.9923 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> O 0.8706 0.386214 
Difference < 0 0.8706 0.806893 
Difference > 0 0.8706 0.193107 
Difference: (C3=1 )-(C3=2) 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> 0 
Difference < O 
Difference > 0 
Difference: (C3=1 )-(C3=2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C3=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C3=1) 
Skewness Normality (C3=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=2) 
T-Value 
0.8553 
0.8553 
0.8553 
Omnibus Normality (C3=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.395129 
0.802435 
0.197565 
Value 
-2.0046 
0.2227 
4.0681 
-0.5525 
-1.3262 
2 .0641 
1.2024 
1.7821 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.138409 0.042949 
Accept Ho 0.006051 0.000725 
Accept Ho 0.217518 0.070994 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.134808 0.041307 
Accept Ho 0.006343 0.000772 
Accept Ho 0.212635 0.068579 
Probability 
0.045004 
0.823795 
0.130806 
0.580615 
0.184771 
0.356282 
0.542559 
0.185182 
Decision(5%) 
Reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
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Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/Dateffime 3 7/23/01 3:50:30 PM 
Database 
Variable C7 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C3=1 56 4.571429 2.113654 
C3=2 38 3.736842 1.703482 
Note: T-alpha (C3=1) = 2.0040, T-alpha (C3=2) = 2.0262 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption DF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 0.8345864 1.959045 
Unequal 89.20 0.8345864 2.71466 
Standard 
Error 
0.2824489 
0.2763412 
Standard 
Error 
0.4117394 
0.3951478 
95% LCL 
of Mean 
4.005388 
3.176922 
95% LCL 
of Mean 
1.683648E-02 
0.0494602 
95% UCL 
of Mean 
5.137469 
4.296762 
95% UCL 
of Mean 
1.652336 
1.619713 
Note: T-alpha (Equal}= 1.9861, T-alpha (Unequal)= 1.9869 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> O 2.0270 0.045559 
Difference < O 2.0270 0.977221 
Difference > O 2.0270 0.022779 
Difference: (C3=1)-(C3=2) 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> O 
Difference < O 
Difference> 0 
Difference: (C3=1 )-(C3=2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C3=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C3=1) 
Skewness Normality (C3=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=2) 
T-Value 
2.1121 
2.1121 
2.1121 
Omnibus Normality (C3=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.037475 
0.981263 
0.018737 
Value 
0.6408 
-0.6350 
0.8140 
0.4360 
-0.9497 
1.0921 
1.5395 
1.8018 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Reject Ho 0.518314 0.279181 
Accept Ho 0.000128 0.000008 
Reject Ho 0.643259 0.371023 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Reject Ho 0.551485 0.307516 
Accept Ho 0.000092 0.000005 
Reject Ho 0.674067 0.402737 
Probability 
0.521626 
0.525400 
0.665659 
0.662818 
0.342247 
0.579229 
0.155321 
0.182794 
Decision( 5%) 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
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Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/Dateffime 4 7123/01 3:50:30 PM 
Database 
Variable C8 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C3=1 56 4.553571 2.035321 
C3=2 38 4.289474 2.012231 
Note: T-alpha (C3=1 ) = 2.0040, T-alpha (C3=2) = 2.0262 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 0.2640978 2.026067 
Unequal 80.20 0.2640978 2.862098 
Standard 
Error 
0.2719812 
0.326427 
Standard 
Error 
0.4258257 
0.4248863 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
4.008509 
3.62807 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
-0.5816289 
-0.5814204 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
5.098634 
4.950878 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
1.109824 
1.109616 
Note: T-alpha (Equal)= 1.9861 , T-alpha (Unequal) = 1.9900 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> O 0.6202 0.536658 
Difference < O 0.6202 0.731671 
Difference > O 0.6202 0.268329 
Difference: (C3=1 )-(C3=2) 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> 0 
Difference < 0 
Difference > 0 
Difference: (C3•1 )-(C3•2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C3=1 ) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C3=1) 
Skewness Normality (C3=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=2) 
T-Value 
0.6216 
0.6216 
0.6216 
Omnibus Normality (C3=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.535986 
0.732007 
0.267993 
Value 
0.4622 
-0.7254 
0.7397 
0.0578 
-0.2671 
0.0747 
1.0231 
0.0464 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.094147 0.025332 
Accept Ho 0.011895 0.001654 
Accept Ho 0.151692 0.043154 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.094207 0.025318 
Accept Ho 0.011873 0.001654 
Accept Ho 0.151854 0.043156 
Probability 
0.643970 
0.468225 
0.690821 
0.953937 
0.789390 
0.963348 
0.939854 
0.829997 
Oecision(5%) 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
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Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/DatefTime 5 7123/01 3:50:30 PM 
Database 
Variable C9 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C3=1 56 5.392857 1.941682 
C3=2 38 4.842105 2.284215 
Note: T-alpha (C3=1) = 2.0040, T-alpha (C3=2) = 2.0262 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 0.5507519 2.086212 
Unequal 70.74 0.5507519 2.997961 
Note: T-alpha (Equal) = 1.9861 , T-alpha (Unequal) = 1.9941 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> O 1.2561 0.212265 
Difference < 0 1.2561 0.893867 
Difference > O 1.2561 0.106133 
Difference: (C3=1 )-(C3=2) 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> O 
Difference< O 
Difference > O 
Difference: (C3=1 )-(C3=2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C3=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C3=1) 
Skewness Normality (C3=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=2) 
T-Value 
1.2175 
1.2175 
1.2175 
Omnibus Normality (C3=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.227457 
0.886271 
0.113729 
Value 
-0.6869 
0.3112 
0.5687 
0.0502 
-0.8153 
0.6673 
1.3839 
0.8261 
Standard 
Error 
0.2594682 
0.3705486 
Standard 
Error 
0.4384666 
0.4523605 
Decision 
(5%) 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Decision 
(5%) 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
95%LC.L 
of Mean 
4.872871 
4.091302 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
-0.3200807 
-0.3512872 
Power 
{Alpha=.05) 
0.237377 
0.001915 
0.345313 
Power 
{Alpha=.05) 
0.224727 
0.002180 
0.330334 
Decision{5%) 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
5.912843 
5.592908 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
1.421584 
1.452791 
Power 
{Alpha=.01) 
0.089829 
0.000182 
0.138153 
Power 
(Alpha=.01) 
0.082862 
0.000215 
0.128819 
Probability 
0.492148 
0.755618 
0.752504 
0.959964 
0.414888 
0.716315 
0.283714 
0.365788 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
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Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/Date/Time 6 7/23/01 3:50:30 PM 
Database 
Variable C10 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C3=1 56 4.339286 2.100015 
C3=2 38 4.210526 1.97495 
Note: T-alpha (C3=1) = 2.0040, T-alpha (C3=2) = 2.0262 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 0.1287594 2.050634 
Unequal 82.78 0.1287594 2.882792 
Standard 
Error 
0.2806264 
0.3203792 
Standard 
Error 
0.4309892 
0.4259037 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
3.776898 
3.561377 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
-0.7272223 
-0.7183799 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
4.901673 
4.859676 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
0.9847411 
0.9758986 
Note: T-alpha (Equal) = 1.9861, T-alpha (Unequal) = 1.9890 
Equal-Variance T -Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> 0 0.2988 0.765802 
Difference < O 0.2988 0.617099 
Difference > O 0.2988 0.382901 
Difference: (C3= 1 )-(C3=2) 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> 0 
Difference < O 
Difference > 0 
Difference: (C3=1 )-(C3=2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C3=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C3=1) 
Skewness Normality (C3=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=2) 
T-Value 
0.3023 
0.3023 
0.3023 
Omnibus Normality (C3=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.763166 
0.618417 
0.381583 
Value 
1.1654 
-0.3309 
1.4677 
0.0051 
-0.3965 
0.1573 
1.1307 
0.3169 
Decision 
(5%) 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Decision 
(5%) 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Power 
(Alpha=.05) 
0.060072 
0.026104 
0.088782 
Power 
(Alpha=.05) 
0.060291 
0.025905 
0.089313 
Declsion(5%) 
Power 
(Alpha=.01) 
0.013290 
0.004387 
0.021079 
Power 
(Alpha=.01) 
0.013357 
0.004348 
0.021233 
Probability 
0.243845 
0.740727 
0.480054 
0.995932 
0.691705 
0.924376 
0.684788 
0.574851 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
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Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/DatefTime 7 7/23/01 3:50:30 PM 
Database 
Variable C11 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C3=1 56 5.946429 2.315322 
C3=2 38 4.921052 2.453696 
Note: T-alpha (C3=1) = 2.0040, T-alpha (C3=2) = 2.0262 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 1.025376 2.371943 
Unequal 76.44 1.025376 3.373624 
Standard 
Error 
0.3093979 
0.3980421 
Standard 
Error 
0.4985197 
0.5041474 
95% LCL 
of Mean 
5.326381 
4.114542 
95% LCL 
of Mean 
3.527271 E-02 
2.137378E-02 
95% UCL 
of Mean 
6.566476 
5.727562 
95% UCL 
of Mean 
2.015479 
2.029378 
Note: T-alpha (Equal) = 1.9861, T-alpha (Unequal) = 1.9915 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> O 2.0568 0.042533 
Difference < O 2.0568 0.978734 
Difference > 0 2.0568 0.021266 
Difference: (C3=1 )-(C3=2) 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> 0 
Difference < O 
Difference > O 
Difference: (C3=1 )-(C3=2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C3=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C3=1) 
Skewness Normality (C3=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=2) 
T-Value 
2.0339 
2.0339 
2.0339 
Omnibus Normality (C3=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.045433 
0.977283 
0.022717 
Value 
-1.4933 
-0.7879 
2.8507 
-0.5001 
-2.4355 
6.1816 
1.1231 
0.2084 
Decision Power Power 
(5°4) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Reject Ho 0.530076 0.289120 
Accept Ho 0.000114 0.000007 
Reject Ho 0.654252 0.382194 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Reject Ho 0.519310 0.278969 
Accept Ho 0.000126 0.000008 
Reject Ho 0.644672 0.371300 
Probability 
0.135358 
0.430777 
0.240427 
0.616981 
0.014873 
0.045465 
0.701147 
0.649108 
Decision(5%) 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Reject normality 
Reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Prison Guards 3 7 
Two.sample Test Report 
Page/DatefTime 8 7123/01 3:50:31 PM 
Database 
Variable C 12 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C3=1 56 4.982143 2.058164 
C3=2 38 3.947368 1.75449 
Note: T-alpha (C3=1) = 2.0040, T-alpha (C3=2) = 2.0262 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 1.034774 1.941752 
Unequal 87.21 1.034774 2.704492 
Standard 
Error 
0.2750337 
0.2846159 
Standard 
Error 
0.408105 
0.39579 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
4.430963 
3.370682 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
0.2242427 
0.2481253 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
5.533323 
4.524055 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
1.845306 
1.821424 
Note: T-alpha (Equal) = 1.9861 , T-alpha (Unequal) = 1.9875 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> O 2.5356 0.012914 
Difference< O 2.5356 0.993543 
Difference > 0 2.5356 0.006457 
Difference: (C3=1 )-(C3=2) 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis T-Value 
Difference <> O 2.6145 
Difference < O 2.6145 
Difference > 0 2.6145 
Difference: (C3=1 )-(C3=2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C3=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C3=1) 
Skewness Normality (C3=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=2) 
Omnibus Normality (C3=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.010528 
0.994736 
0.005264 
Value 
0.5899 
0.5193 
0.6176 
0.1456 
-0.3263 
0.1277 
1.3761 
0.3168 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Reject Ho 0.708519 0.465753 
Accept Ho 0.000016 0.000001 
Reject Ho 0.808393 0.568237 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Reject Ho 0.734215 0.495579 
Accept Ho 0.000011 0.000000 
Reject Ho 0.828748 0.597736 
Probability 
0.555285 
0.603538 
0.734318 
0.884209 
0.744210 
0.938159 
0.292152 
0.574924 
Decision(5%) 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Prison Guards 3 8 
Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/Date!Time 9 7/23/01 3:50:31 PM 
Database 
Variable C13 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C3=1 56 4.482143 1.897281 
C3=2 38 3.815789 1.957042 
Note: T-alpha (C3=1} = 2.0040, T-alpha (C3=2} = 2.0262 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 0.6663534 1.921539 
Unequal 77.92 0.6663534 2.725746 
Standard 
Error 
0.2535349 
0.3174742 
Standard 
Error 
0.4038567 
0.4062878 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
3.974048 
3.172526 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
-0.1357409 
-0.1425162 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
4.990238 
4.459053 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
1.468448 
1.475223 
Note: T-alpha (Equal} = 1.9861 , T-alpha (Unequal} = 1.9909 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> O 1.6500 0.102358 
Difference < O 1.6500 0.948821 
Difference > O 1.6500 0.051179 
Difference: (C3=1}-(C3=2} 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> O 
Difference < O 
Difference > 0 
Difference: (C3=1}-(C3=2} 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C3=1} 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=1} 
Omnibus Normality (C3=1} 
Skewness Normality (C3=2} 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=2} 
T-Value 
1.6401 
1.6401 
1.6401 
Omnibus Normality (C3=2} 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.105015 
0.947492 
0.052508 
Value 
1.6557 
1.0383 
3.8195 
1.9924 
1.5059 
6.2376 
1.0640 
0.2743 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.371918 0.169686 
Accept Ho 0.000514 0.000039 
Accept Ho 0.497197 0.241785 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.367074 0.165928 
Accept Ho 0.000536 0.000041 
Accept Ho 0.492416 0.237419 
Probability 
0.097776 
0.299140 
0.148119 
0.046324 
0.132081 
0.044209 
0.837511 
0.601750 
Declsion(5%) 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Prison Guards 39 
Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/Date/Time 10 7/23/01 3:50:31 PM 
Database 
Variable C14 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C3=1 56 4.196429 1.633954 
C3=2 38 3.447368 1.750635 
Note: T-alpha (C3=1) = 2.0040, T-alpha (C3=2) = 2.0262 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 0.7490602 1.681853 
Unequal 75.84 0.7490602 2.394687 
Standard 
Error 
0.2183463 
0.2839905 
Standard 
Error 
0.3534811 
0.3582258 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
3.758853 
2.871949 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
4.701611E-02 
3.556798E-02 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
4.634004 
4.022788 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
1.451104 
1.462552 
Note: T-alpha (Equal) = 1.9861 , T-alpha (Unequal) = 1.9917 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> 0 2.1191 0.036776 
Difference < 0 2.1191 0.981612 
Difference > 0 2.1191 0.018388 
Difference: (C3=1 )-(C3=2) 
As pin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis T-Value 
Difference <> 0 2.0910 
Difference < O 2.0910 
Difference > O 2.0910 
Difference: (C3=1 )-(C3=2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C3=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=1 ) 
Omnibus Normality (C3=1 ) 
Skewness Normality (C3=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C3=2) 
Omnibus Normality (C3=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.039875 
0.980063 
0.019937 
Value 
1.5091 
2.0829 
6.6156 
2.7633 
2.9105 
16.1068 
1.1479 
0.0081 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Reject Ho 0.554501 0.310359 
Accept Ho 0.000089 0.000005 
Reject Ho 0.676746 0.405789 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Reject Ho 0.541660 0.297928 
Accept Ho 0.000101 0.000006 
Reject Ho 0.665480 0.392589 
Probability 
0.131278 
0.037264 
0.036596 
0.005722 
0.003609 
0.000318 
0.648408 
0.928379 
Decision(5%) 
Cannot reject normality 
Reject normality 
Reject normality 
Reject normality 
Reject normality 
Reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Prison Guards .40 
Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/Dateffime 1 7123/01 4:02:10 PM 
Database 
Variable CS 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C1 =1 Vl\z> 1.e 50 
C1=2 f~llLt 44 
5.02 2.133216 
5.590909 2.414281 
Note: T-alpha (C1=1) = 2.0096, T-alpha (C1=2) = 2.0167 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 -0.5709091 2.268921 
Unequal 86.54 -0.5709091 3.221702 
Standard 
Error 
0.3016824 
0.3639666 
Standard 
Error 
0.4689991 
0.4727408 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
4.413747 
4.856901 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
-1.502382 
-1.510604 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
5.626254 
6.324918 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
0.3605636 
0.3687855 
Note: T-alpha (Equal)= 1.9861, T-alpha (Unequal)= 1.9878 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> O -1 .2173 0.226606 
Difference < O -1.2173 0.113303 
Difference > O -1.2173 0.886697 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis T-Value 
Difference <> O -1 .2077 
Difference < O -1.2077 
Difference > O -1 .2077 
Difference: (C1 =1 )-(C1 =2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C1=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C1=1) 
Skewness Normality (C1=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=2) 
Omnibus Normality (C1=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.230469 
0.115235 
0.884765 
Value 
-1.1276 
-1.5159 
3.5694 
-0.4040 
-0.5537 
0.4699 
1.2809 
0.3794 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.225794 0.083823 
Accept Ho 0.331233 0.129897 
Accept Ho 0.002164 0.000211 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.222737 0.082174 
Accept Ho 0.327569 0.127669 
Accept Ho 0.002234 0.000220 
Probability 
0.259497 
0.129548 
0.167851 
0.686202 
0.579760 
0.790630 
0.405385 
0.539434 
Decision(5%) 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Prison Guards 41 
Two-Sample Teat Report 
Page/Datefrime 2 7123/01 4:02:10 PM 
Database 
Variable C6 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C1=1 50 6.2 2.44949 
C1=2 44 6.454545 2.453801 
Note: T-alpha (C1=1) = 2.0096, T-alpha (C1=2) = 2.0167 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 -0.2545455 2.451506 
Unequal 90.45 -0.2545455 3.467152 
Standard 
Error 
0.3464102 
0.3699245 
Standard 
Error 
0.5067404 
0.5067979 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
5.503863 
5.708522 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
-1 .260976 
-1.26132 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
6.896137 
7.200569 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
0.7518848 
0.7522295 
Note: T-alpha (Equal) = 1.9861 , T-alpha (Unequal) = 1.9865 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> 0 -0.5023 0.616643 
Difference < 0 -0.5023 0.308322 
Difference > O -0.5023 0.691678 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
Aspln-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> O 
Difference < O 
Difference > 0 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1 =2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C1=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=1 ) 
Omnibus Normality (C1=1) 
Skewness Normality (C1=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=2) 
T-Value 
-0.5023 
-0.5023 
-0.5023 
Omnibus Normality (C1=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.616704 
0.308352 
0.691648 
Value 
-1.4606 
-0.7955 
2.7660 
-1.2548 
-0.3337 
1.6860 
1.0035 
0.0262 
Decision 
(5%) 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Decision 
(5%) 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Power 
(Alpha=.05) 
0.078756 
0.125852 
0.016037 
Power 
(Alpha=.05) 
0.078738 
0.125827 
0.016041 
Decislon(5%) 
Power 
(Alpha•.01) 
0.019723 
0.033523 
0.002391 
Power 
(Alpha=.01) 
0.019714 
0.033510 
0.002392 
Probability 
0.144134 
0.426344 
0.250822 
0.209539 
0.738577 
0.430419 
0.990555 
0.871714 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Prison Guards 42 
Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/Dateffime 3 7/23/01 4:02:10 PM 
Database 
Variable C7 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C1=1 50 4.02 2.015147 
C1=2 44 4.477273 1.958745 
Note: T-alpha (C1=1) = 2.0096, T-alpha (C1=2) = 2.0167 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 -0.4572727 1.988984 
Unequal 91 .07 -0.4572727 2.810249 
Standard 
Error 
0.2849848 
0.2952919 
Standard 
Error 
0.4111345 
0.4103823 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
3.447302 
3.88176 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
-1.273821 
-1 .272438 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
4.592699 
5.072785 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
0.3592758 
0.3578926 
Note: T-alpha (Equal) = 1.9861 , T-alpha (Unequal) = 1.9864 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> o -1.1122 0.268941 
Difference < O -1 .1122 0.134470 
Difference > 0 -1.1122 0.865530 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
Aspln-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> 0 
Difference < O 
Difference > O 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C1=1) 
Kurtosis Nonnality (C1=1) 
Omnibus Nonnality (C1=1) 
Skewness Nonnality (C1=2) 
Kurtosis Nonnality (C1=2) 
T-Value 
-1 .1143 
-1.1143 
-1 .1143 
Omnibus Nonnality (C1=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.268099 
0.134050 
0.865950 
Value 
0.5412 
-2.0886 
4.6552 
1.4045 
0.7486 
2.5330 
1.0584 
0.5128 
Decision 
(5%) 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Decision 
(5%) 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Power 
(Alpha=.05) 
0.196184 
0.294320 
0.002989 
Power 
(Alpha=.05) 
0.196701 
0.294989 
0.002972 
Decision(5%) 
Power 
(Alpha=.01) 
0.069091 
0.109273 
0.000310 
Power 
(Alpha=.01) 
0.069329 
0.109619 
0.000308 
Probability 
0.588362 
0.036744 
0.097532 
0.160168 
0.454117 
0.281817 
0.848472 
0.475742 
Cannot reject nonnality 
Reject nonnality 
Cannot reject nonnality 
Cannot reject nonnality 
Cannot reject nonnality 
Cannot reject nonnality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Prison Guards 43 
Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/Date/Time 4 7123/01 4:02:11 PM 
Database 
Variable CS 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C1=1 50 4.38 2.108196 
C1=2 44 4.522727 1.934853 
Note: T-alpha (C1=1) = 2.0096, T-alpha (C1=2) = 2.0167 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption DF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 -0.1427273 2.029021 
Unequal 91 .83 -0.1427273 2.861494 
Note: T-alpha (Equal) = 1.9861 , T-alpha (Unequal)= 1.9861 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> O -0.3403 0.734403 
Difference < O -0.3403 0.367201 
Difference> 0 -0.3403 0.632799 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> 0 
Difference < 0 
Difference > O 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C1=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C1=1) 
Skewness Normality (C1=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=2) 
T-Value 
-0.3422 
-0.3422 
-0.3422 
Omnibus Normality (C1=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.732991 
0.366495 
0.633505 
Value 
0.1839 
-1.4551 
2.1510 
0.5159 
0.4366 
0.4567 
1.1872 
0.7469 
Standard 
Error 
0.2981439 
0.2916901 
Standard 
Error 
0.4194104 
0.4171006 
Decision 
(5%) 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Decision 
(5%) 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
3.780857 
3.934478 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
-0.9757125 
-0.9711459 
Power 
(Alpha=.05) 
0.063091 
0.095599 
0.023702 
Power 
(Alpha=.05) 
0.063237 
0.095916 
0.023598 
Decislon(5%) 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
4.979143 
5.110977 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
0.6902579 
0.6856914 
Power 
(Alpha=.01) 
0.014300 
0.023240 
0.003887 
Power 
(Alpha=.01) 
0.014349 
0.023342 
0.003866 
Probability 
0.854064 
0.145655 
0.341126 
0.605915 
0.662437 
0.795828 
0.563822 
0.389717 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Prison Guards 44 
Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/Date/Time 5 7/23/01 4:02:11 PM 
Database 
Variable C9 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C1=1 50 5 1.958758 
C1=2 44 5.363636 2.242205 
Note: T-alpha (C1=1) = 2.0096, T-alpha (C1=2) = 2.0167 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 -0.3636364 2.096015 
Unequal 86.08 -0.3636364 2.977284 
Standard 
Error 
0.2770103 
0.3380252 
Standard 
Error 
0.4332585 
0.4370306 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
4.443327 
4.681944 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
-1 .224125 
-1.232413 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
5.556673 
6.045329 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
0.4968523 
0.5051401 
Note: T-alpha (Equal) = 1.9861, T-alpha (Unequal) = 1.9879 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> O -0.8393 0.403473 
Difference < O -0.8393 0.201737 
Difference > O -0.8393 0.798263 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> O 
Difference < O 
Difference > 0 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C1=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C1=1) 
Skewness Normality (C1=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=2) 
T-Value 
-0.8321 
-0.8321 
-0.8321 
Omnibus Normality (C1=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.407677 
0.203838 
0.796162 
Value 
-0.5274 
-0.4937 
0.5219 
-0.6074 
-0.1808 
0.4017 
1.3104 
0.1817 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.131997 0.040264 
Accept Ho 0.208478 0.066897 
Accept Ho 0.006606 0.000807 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.130431 0.039580 
Accept Ho 0.206301 0.065870 
Accept Ho 0.006748 0.000829 
Probability 
0.597924 
0.621526 
0.770332 
0.543568 
0.856493 
0.818047 
0.363713 
0.670922 
Decision(5%) 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Prison Guards 45 
Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/Dateffime 6 7/23/01 4:02:11 PM 
Database 
Variable C 1 O 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C1=1 50 4.2 2.08982 
C1=2 44 4.386364 2.002509 
Note: T-alpha (C1=1) = 2.0096, T-alpha (C1=2) = 2.0167 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 -0.1863636 2.049474 
Unequal 91 .31 -0.1863636 2.894372 
Standard 
Error 
0.2955452 
0.3018896 
Standard 
Error 
0.4236382 
0.422474 
95o/oLCL 
of Mean 
3.60608 
3.777545 
95% LCL 
of Mean 
-1.027746 
-1.025517 
95% UCL 
of Mean 
4.79392 
4.995182 
95% UCL 
of Mean 
0.6550184 
0.6527901 
Note: T-alpha (Equal)= 1.9861, T-alpha (Unequal) = 1.9863 
Equal-Variance T-T est Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> O -0.4399 0.661032 
Difference < 0 -0.4399 0.330516 
Difference > 0 -0.4399 0.669484 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> O 
Difference < O 
Difference > 0 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C1=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C1=1) 
Skewness Normality (C1=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=2) 
T-Value 
-0.4411 
-0.4411 
-0.4411 
Omnibus Normality (C1=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.660166 
0.330083 
0.669917 
Value 
0.3136 
-1.7857 
3.2870 
1.2587 
0.7878 
2.2049 
1.0891 
0.3858 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.071980 0.017341 
Accept Ho 0.113491 0.029189 
Accept Ho 0.018692 0.002891 
Decision Power Power 
(So/o) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.072099 0.017382 
Accept Ho 0.113718 0.029265 
Accept Ho 0.018638 0.002881 
Probability 
0.753843 
0.074153 
0.193307 
0.208146 
0.430815 
0.332056 
0.773947 
0.536037 
Decision( 5%) 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Prison Guards 46 
Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/Date!Time 7 7/23/01 4:02:11 PM 
Database 
Variable C 11 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C1=1 50 5.24 2.378132 
C1=2 44 5.863636 2.436075 
Note: T-alpha (C1=1) = 2.0096, T-alpha (C1=2) = 2.0167 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 -0.6236364 2.405388 
Unequal 89.89 -0.6236364 3.404405 
Standard 
Error 
0.3363186 
0.3672521 
Standard 
Error 
0.4972075 
0.4979802 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
4.564142 
5.123002 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
-1.611133 
-1.612978 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
5.915857 
6.604271 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
0.3638606 
0.3657052 
Note: T-alpha (Equal)= 1.9861, T-alpha (Unequal)= 1.9867 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> O -1.2543 0.212918 
Difference < 0 -1.2543 0.106459 
Difference > 0 -1.2543 0.893541 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> O 
Difference< 0 
Difference > O 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C1=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C1=1) 
Skewness Normality (C1=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=2) 
T-Value 
-1 .2523 
-1.2523 
-1.2523 
Omnibus Normality (C1=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.213698 
0.106849 
0.893151 
Value 
-0.8591 
-1 .9746 
4.6372 
-1.3733 
-0.9409 
2.7714 
1.0493 
0.0004 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.236829 0.089542 
Accept Ho 0.344652 0.137761 
Accept Ho 0.001926 0.000184 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.236147 0.089149 
Accept Ho 0.343861 0.137245 
Accept Ho 0.001940 0.000185 
Probability 
0.390293 
0.048311 
0.098413 
0.169644 
0.346742 
0.250144 
0.871284 
0.984812 
Oecision(5%) 
Cannot reject normality 
Reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances, 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Prison Guards 47 
Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/Daterrime 8 7/23/01 4:02:12 PM 
Database 
Variable C12 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C1=1 50 4.4 2.050386 
C1=2 44 4. 75 1.942487 
Note: T-alpha (C1=1) = 2.0096, T-alpha (C1=2) = 2.0167 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 -0.35 2.000679 
Unequal 91 .48 -0.35 2.824418 
Standard 
Error 
0.2899683 
0.2928409 
Standard 
Error 
0.4135519 
0.4121134 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
3.817287 
4.15943 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
-1 .17135 
-1 .168555 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
4.982713 
5.34057 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
0.4713498 
0.4685545 
Note: T-alpha (Equal)= 1.9861, T-alpha (Unequal)= 1.9862 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> O -0.8463 0.399567 
Difference < O -0.8463 0.199783 
Difference > 0 -0.8463 0.800217 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> 0 
Difference < 0 
Difference > 0 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C1=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C1=1) 
Skewness Normality (C1=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=2) 
T-Value 
-0.8493 
-0.8493 
-0.8493 
Omnibus Normality (C1=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.397942 
0.198971 
0.801029 
Value 
0.2584 
-1.7411 
3.0982 
1.3968 
1.7800 
5.1192 
1.1142 
2.5918 
Decision 
(5%) 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Decision 
(5%) 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Power 
(Alpha=.05) 
0.133411 
0.210484 
0.006478 
Power 
(Alpha=.05) 
0.134000 
0.211321 
0.006425 
Decision(5%) 
Power 
(Alpha=.01) 
0.040853 
0.067798 
0.000788 
Power 
(Alpha=.01) 
0.041095 
0.068171 
0.000780 
Probability 
0.796122 
0.081664 
0.212436 
0.162482 
0.075082 
0.077334 
0.716021 
0.110847 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Prison Guards 48 
Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/DatefTime 9 7/23/01 4:02:12 PM 
Database 
Variable C 13 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C1=1 50 4.28 2.119299 
C1=2 44 4.136364 1.733271 
Note: T-alpha (C1=1} = 2.0096, T-alpha (C1=2} = 2.0167 
Confidence-Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 0.1436364 1.948416 
Unequal 91 .54 0.1436364 2.73782 
Standard 
Error 
0.2997141 
0.2613004 
Standard 
Error 
0.4027488 
0.3976261 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
3.677702 
3.609401 
95%LCL 
of Mean 
-0.6562575 
-0.6461367 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
4.882298 
4.663326 
95%UCL 
of Mean 
0.9435302 
0.9334095 
Note: T-alpha (Equal} = 1.9861 , T-alpha (Unequal} = 1.9862 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative Prob 
Hypothesis T-Value Level 
Difference <> 0 0.3566 0.722178 
Difference < O 0.3566 0.638911 
Difference > O 0.3566 0.361089 
Difference: (C 1 =1}-(C1 =2} 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> O 
Difference < O 
Difference > O 
Difference: (C1=1}-(C1=2} 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C1=1} 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C1=1} 
Skewness Normality (C1=2} 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=2} 
T-Value 
0.3612 
0.3612 
0.3612 
Omnibus Normality (C1=2} 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.718756 
0.640622 
0.359378 
Value 
1.4681 
-0.0163 
2.1556 
1.9528 
2.3018 
9.1117 
1.4950 
4.0463 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.064388 0.014738 
Accept Ho 0.022810 0.003705 
Accept Ho 0.098381 0.024139 
Decision Power Power 
(5%) (Alpha=.05) (Alpha=.01) 
Accept Ho 0.064762 0.014865 
Accept Ho 0.022566 0.003656 
Accept Ho 0.099172 0.024396 
Probability 
0.142073 
0.987016 
0.340339 
0.050843 
0.021347 
0.010506 
0.177365 
0.047193 
Declsion(5%) 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Reject normality 
Reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Reject equal variances 
Prison Guards 49 
Two-Sample Test Report 
Page/Date!Time 10 7/23/01 4:02:12 PM 
Database 
Variable C 14 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Standard 
Variable Count Mean Deviation 
C1=1 50 3.86 1.7958 
C1=2 44 3.931818 1.63391 
Note: T-alpha (C1=1) = 2.0096, T-alpha (C1=2) = 2.0167 
Confidence-.Limits of Difference Section 
Variance Mean Standard 
Assumption OF Difference Deviation 
Equal 92 -7.181818E-02 1.722029 
Unequal 91.89 -7.181818E-02 2.427871 
Note: T-alpha (Equal)= 1.9861 , T-alpha (Unequal)= 1.9861 
Equal-Variance T-Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> 0 
Difference < O 
Difference > 0 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
T-Value 
-0.2018 
-0.2018 
-0.2018 
Prob 
Level 
0.840548 
0.420274 
0.579726 
Aspin-Welch Unequal-Variance Test Section 
Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Difference <> O 
Difference < O 
Difference > 0 
Difference: (C1=1)-(C1=2) 
Tests of Assumptions Section 
Assumption 
Skewness Normality (C1=1) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=1) 
Omnibus Normality (C1=1) 
Skewness Normality (C1=2) 
Kurtosis Normality (C1=2) 
T-Value 
-0.2030 
-0.2030 
-0.2030 
Omnibus Normality (C1=2) 
Variance-Ratio Equal-Variance Test 
Modified-Levene Equal-Variance Test 
Prob 
Level 
0.839589 
0.419795 
0.580205 
Value 
2.1079 
1.8065 
7.7068 
1.7291 
2.7692 
10.6580 
1.2080 
0.5767 
Standard 
Error 
0.2539645 
0.2463212 
Standard 
Error 
0.3559534 
0.3537967 
Decision 
(5%) 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Decision 
(5%) 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
95o/oLCL 
of Mean 
3.349639 
3.435064 
95o/oLCL 
of Mean 
-0.7787724 
-0.7745003 
Power 
(Alpha=.05) 
0.054579 
0.074289 
0.032509 
Power 
(Alpha=.05) 
0.054635 
0.074461 
0.032420 
Oecislon(5o/o) 
95% UCL 
of Mean 
4.370361 
4.428572 
95% UCL 
of Mean 
0.635136 
0.6308638 
Power 
(Alpha=.01) 
0.011480 
0.016688 
0.005782 
Power 
(Alpha=.01) 
0.011498 
0.016738 
0.005762 
Probability 
0.03·5042 
0.070833 
0.021208 
0.083791 
0.005620 
0.004849 
0.525142 
0.449553 
Reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Reject normality 
Cannot reject normality 
Reject normality 
Reject normality 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Cannot reject equal variances 
Factor Analysis Report 
Page/Dateffime 
Database 
1 7/23/01 4:54:20 PM 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Variables Count Mean 
C5x 38 4.526316 
C6x 38 6.052631 
C7x 38 3.736842 
C8x 38 4.289474 
C9x 38 4.842105 
C10x 38 4 .210526 
C11x 38 4 .921052 
C12x 38 3.947368 
C13x 38 3.815789 
C14x 38 3.447368 
Eigenvalues after Varimax Rotation 
Individual Cumulative 
No. Eigenvalue Percent Percent 
1 2.338586 31 .80 31 .80 
2 2.904636 39.49 71 .29 
3 2.111929 28.72 100.01 
4 0.125317 1.70 101 .71 
5 0.071358 0.97 102.68 
6 0.033921 0.46 103.14 
7 0.004546 0.06 103.21 
8 -0.053325 -0.73 102.48 
9 -0.072277 -0.98 101 .50 
10 -0.110217 -1.50 100.00 
Factor Loadings after Varimax Rotation 
Factors 
Variables 
C5x 
C6x 
C7x 
C8x 
C9x 
C10x 
C11x 
C12x 
C13x 
C14x 
Factor1 
-0.668404 
-0.273848 
-0.739979 
-0.516316 
-0.331189 
-0.521887 
-0.238927 
-0.379855 
-0.334138 
-0.554618 
Factor2 
-0.542627 
-0.404136 
-0.366846 
-0.603108 
-0.718745 
-0.504542 
-0.784984 
-0.596795 
-0.328890 
-0.31 1224 
Standard 
Deviation 
2.063019 
2.577946 
1.703482 
2.012231 
2.284215 
1.97495 
2.453696 
1.75449 
1.957042 
1.750635 
Scree Plot 
1111111 
11111111 
111111 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Factor3 
-0.273641 
-0.079554 
-0.468680 
-0.473383 
-0.423619 
-0.438100 
-0.310321 
-0.366259 
-0.862011 
-0.492011 
Prison Guards 50 
Communality 
0.816088 
0.244648 
0.901806 
0.854414 
0.805734 
0.718861 
0.769584 
0.634599 
0.962880 
0.646537 
Factor Analysis Report 
Page/DatefTime 2 7/23/01 4:54:20 PM 
Database 
Factor Structure Summary after Varimax Rotation 
Factor1 
C7x 
C5x 
C14x 
C10x 
C8x 
Factors 
Factor2 
C11x 
C9x 
C8x 
C12x 
C5x 
C10x 
C6x 
Factor3 
C13x 
C14x 
C8x 
C7x 
C10x 
C9x 
Prison Guards 51 
Factor Analysis Report 
Page/DatefTime 1 7/23/01 4:47:14 PM 
Database 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Variables Count Mean 
C5 56 5.a03571 
C6 56 6.5 
C7 56 4 .571429 
ea 56 4.553571 
C9 56 5.392a57 
C10 56 4 .339286 
C11 56 5.946429 
C12 56 4.9a2143 
C13 56 4.4a2143 
C14 56 4.196429 
Eigenvalues after Varlmax Rotation 
Individual Cumulative 
No. Eigenvalue Percent Percent 
1 2 .710924 35.77 35.77 
2 2.495692 32.93 6a.69 
3 2.3550ao 31.07 99.76 
4 0.145317 1.92 101 .6a 
5 0.091965 1.21 102.a9 
6 0.026121 0.34 103.24 
7 -0.014109 -0.19 103.05 
a -0.05014a -0.66 102.39 
9 -0.062545 -O.a3 101 .56 
10 -0.11a517 -1.56 100.00 
Factor Loadings after Varimax Rotation 
Factors 
Variables 
CS 
C6 
C7 
ea 
C9 
C10 
C11 
C12 
C13 
C14 
Factor1 
-0.172529 
-0.177552 
-0.4423ao 
-0.431539 
-0.370043 
-0.6064a9 
-0.339755 
-0.646416 
-O.a0547a 
-0.762144 
Factor2 
-0.514061 
-0.5079aa 
-0.323351 
-0.31a664 
-0.797495 
-0.294784 
-o.a2a65a 
-0.472323 
-0.205396 
-0.304027 
Standard 
Deviation 
2.2a3694 
2.351015 
2.113654 
2.035321 
1.9416a2 
2.100015 
2.315322 
2.05a164 
1.a972a1 
1.633954 
Scree Plot 
111 11111 
1111111 
11 11 111 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Factor3 
-0.630905 
-0.313575 
-0.720062 
-O.a 15197 
-0.351200 
-0.505305 
-0.244476 
-0.149002 
-0.356039 
-0.297095 
Prison Guards 52 
Vi?rwr? 
Communality 
0.692066 
0.3a7906 
o.a18746 
0.95231a 
o.a96272 
0.710060 
o.a61a76 
0.663145 
o.a17746 
0.761561 
Factor Analysis Report 
Page/Daterrime 2 7/23/01 4:47:14 PM 
Database 
Factor Structure Summary after Varimax Rotation 
Factor1 
C13 
C14 
C12 
C10 
C7 
CS 
Factors 
Factor2 
C11 
C9 
CS 
C6 
C12 
Factor3 
CS 
C7 
CS 
C10 
Prison Guards 53 
~ oil 
Factor Analysis Report 
Page/Dateffime 1 7/23/01 4:32:22 PM 
Database 
Descriptive Statistics Section 
Variables Count Mean 
e5 94 5.2a7234 
e6 94 6 .319149 
e7 94 4 .234043 
ea 94 4 .446aoa 
e9 94 5.170213 
e 10 94 4.2a7234 
e11 94 5.531915 
e12 94 4 .56383 
e13 94 4.212766 
C14 94 3.893617 
Eigenvalues after Varimax Rotation 
Individual Cumulative 
No. Eigenvalue Percent Percent 
1 2.553615 34.88 34.88 
2 2.509463 34.27 69.15 
3 2.259728 30.a6 100.01 
4 0.104349 1.43 101 .44 
5 0.0736a3 1.01 102.44 
6 0.053126 0.73 103.17 
7 -0.01937a -0.26 102.90 
8 -0.029143 -0.40 102.51 
9 -0.082086 -1.12 101.38 
10 -0.101 338 -1.38 100.00 
Factor Loadings after Varimax Rotation 
Factors 
Variables 
e5 
e6 
e1 
ea 
e9 
e10 
e11 
e12 
e13 
e 14 
Facto rt 
-0.258241 
-0.157584 
-0.481450 
-0.44424a 
-0.388056 
-0.548435 
-0.336165 
-0.572026 
-0.810406 
-0.696129 
Factor2 
-0.51966a 
-0.462a31 
-0.336228 
-0.385111 
-0.737059 
-0.343888 
-0.802561 
-0.526147 
-0.258785 
-0.338253 
Standard 
Deviation 
2.274791 
2.441632 
1.991517 
2.019353 
2.0926a2 
2.040569 
2.4127a9 
1.997625 
1.939251 
1.713125 
Scree Plot 
111 11 11 
11 11111 
111 11 11 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Factor3 
-0.614862 
-0.292892 
-0.696324 
-0.743905 
-0.372815 
-0.516637 
-0.264691 
-0.215919 
-0.35211 7 
-0.333243 
Prison Guards 54 
Communality 
0.714799 
0.324a32 
0.829711 
0.899062 
o.a32835 
0.685954 
o.a27172 
0.650665 
0.847714 
0.710061 
Factor Analysis Report 
Page/Daternme 2 7/23/01 4:32:22 PM 
Database 
Factor Structure Summary after Varimax Rotation 
Factor1 
C13 
C14 
C12 
C10 
C7 
C8 
Factors 
Factor2 
C11 
C9 
C12 
CS 
C6 
Factor3 
C8 
C7 
CS 
C10 
Prison Guards 5 5 
Prison Guards 56 
Sex: Male Female 
Age: under 18 18-30 31-50 51-65 over 65 
Have you ever visited an inmate: Yes No 
If yes, please list your relation to the inmate: _ _ __ _ 
Please rate your perception of prison guards on the following scales. 
Friendly Cold 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Professional Lackluster 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 
Warm Insens itive 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 
Supportive Condescending 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 
Helpful Hindering 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 
Social Standoffish 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Respectful Impolite 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 
(survey continued on reverse) 
Prison Guards 57 
Impartial Biased 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 
Adaptable Rigid 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 
Inspiring Demotivating 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 
Please use the following space to comment on your perception of prison guards when 
visiting an inmate _______________________ _ 
